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THE CURRENT ECONOMIC ENVIRONME

This section of the analysis presents an overview of the regional and

city economies. Detailed data upon which the following observations are

drawn are contained in Addendum A.

A Unique Regional Economy

To a large degree, the development issues Dover has and will face are

structured by its regional economy——the New Hampshire portion of the Ports
mouth—Dover—Rochester metropolitan area.

This regional economy has several distinguishing characteristics.
First, unlike its counterpart metropolitan areas in northern New England

(Manchester, Nashua, Portland and Burlington) there is no single community
that dominates Dover’s regional economy. Instead, the Dover region draws

its strength as a system of smaller communities with strong economic ties
and somewhat specialized functions. Portsmouth provides harborside dining,

shopping and entertainment; Durham provides unparalleled educational faci
lities; Newington houses the region’s major shopping centers, and Dover
houses the county seat and a growing share of the region’s manufacturing
employment and population. It is because of the economic ties among the
region’s communities that these specialized functions can survive.

In recent years the interdependence of communities within the seacoast
area has increased. As Newington has increased its inventory of retail
space, its shopkeepers are more dependent on the regional economy to sus
tain an economic level of sales. As Portsmouth’s large corporate headquar
ter activities grow, it necessarily draws more workers from outside its
boundaries. Likewise, more than half of Dover’s jobs are held by residents
of other seacoast communities.

The second major characteristic of the seacoast regional economy is
that measured across all major growth indicators, the regional economy has
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Map 1. Market Area

Portsmouth-Dover-Rochester Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA)
NH Portion

j
CANADA J

I Ahed
II he..l.. k

— —,U’—1,

IL G..d

41(M1 Ore.

SCALE

0 10 20 30 40 50 kIlometers

_________________________

V

I10 20 30 40 50 MIles Slot

) l••
0(5.15

L*4mt

I—

Oem 4!
ae.w

%kL4fllSh,.
-. heSm., heSmZ. cm.a ‘

c.
(0 tem SeSm.. .,,,i, ‘Z” J 1

—
55 b5sho4

/
VERMONT ‘‘ l

MAINE
leSS

055.015 •. ‘to.be .‘s 1.0(10

O..d.lml he1 I
RAFT N

—

- C R R 0 C”
km., c.—.t

o.....e

I —

eodem — ses.

-, hem s.c..
c—I

TdIs.be’e
V(55.. deSS A.NA!5

1110155 .
0.e. I “

151510 1 150114115

V

‘‘--‘

no.11,44 ? —
‘°‘44,5,55

555y — Oshet.. B K N /
I 415 jij

ISo, heo4
*154,0 h_des. ..—

___

-
1500010

0J1.sSI ( 1fr.4

,Ib_ /\ C..4a.ts. h..s II

‘-°.4,
.- /

J — R
olenows C1..,. 11041 4

1011C015
V - ms sse.,.4

1.. 4. — OIlS / /— I eee.es,h\ time.i

At. s4 ,
o..m.J Dm11.14

rmisow
Smol.. •

t. ‘e V

OIL
•.::A.4de —— — s.04s.e Ca.

‘. c..eAI1
S-i

les.l..Ø.. h_lbS.,
. Ic - ‘Dm

_
Ill

100545
:V/

w..s..e.. he, o.rn.e.L
- H .—.

- 0

C 1
10.14 — ftlDemw, G

h_.qi11 50455 Oob.esØ 1S.5... 5..S.5, 5515

.41115 imed. s.he
AIl$AA1(./ ‘° AWAr? s-.. or..

• w -
, , -. MASSACHUSETTSU.S. Department of Commerce emt.ei. — -- so.... / / BUREAU OF THE CENSUS

Iad.
i economic d1-A Lra’ch



been expanding at a rapid rate:

Its current population stands at just under 170,000, in
contrast to 128,000 in 1970 and 149,000 in 1980.

The regional economy is fueled by over 74,000 jobs,
reflecting a 10,500 increase since 1980.

In 1982. area retail sales stood at $1.6 billion,
reflecting a growth of $1 billion over 1972 levels.

Since 1980, 10,500 new housing units have been author
ized by building permit, a 20 percent increase.

The dynamic aspect of the regional economy is also reflected in the

employment shifts it is experiencing. Between 1980 and 1985 when New

Hampshire added nearly 6,000 new manufacturing jobs, the seacoast regional

economy lost 3.000 manufacturing jobs. In 1980, 32 percent of the region’s

employment was in manufacturing industries. By 1985, the ratio had dropped

to 23 percent——a dramatic shift in but five years. During this period, the

region lost a number of manufacturing jobs in old line industries, particu—

larly the shoe industry, and those losses more than offset employment gains

experienced among existing manufacturing firms and new firms attracted to

the region.

With a declinining manufacturing base, the real strength of the region

has been in its non—manufacturing industries. Between 1980 and 1985. the

region added over 12.000 non—manufacturing jobs and almost 1,400 government

jobs.

Dover’s Regional Economic Role

Dover plays a number of important economic roles within this dynamic

regional setting. The following paragraphs discuss the major

characteristics of Dover’s economy and relates those characteristics to the

broader regional economic context.

Employment

The major characteristics of Dover’s employment base are:
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In 1985 the city had slightly in excess of 13,600 jobs.

Growth since 1980 has averaged about 400 jobs per year.

Manufacturing employment totaled just under 3,900 jobs
in 1985. This represents 28 percent of total employ
ment in the city. Manufacturing employment in the city
has been holding steady in the face of a sharp regional
decline since 1980.

As is true for the regional economy, non—manufacturing
employment has been growing significantly faster than
manufacturing employment. With manufacturing employ
ment holding steady, all of the employment growth ex
perienced by the city has been in the non—manufacturing
categories.

Services and trade account for 60 percent of the city’s
employment growth.

Placing these characteristics into the regional context leads to the
following conclusions:

Total employment in Dover has been growing at a
slightly faster rate than the New Hampshire portion of
the metropolitan area, but a bit slower than the state.

Manufacturing employment represents a slightly higher
share of total employment in Dover (28%) than in the
region (24%).

On an overall basis, then, the salient distinguishing characteristics
of Dover’s employment base, as compared to the metropolitan area’s base, is
that Dover has not experienced the sharp loss in manufacturing jobs that
has occurred at the metropolitan level. Consequently, manufacturing em
ployment is a larger component of the city’s economy than the metropolitan
area’s economy, and Dover’s regional role as a manufacturing center has
become more pronounced.

Population

Dover’s current population is estimated to be 25,600. The long term
population trends indicate that between 1910 and 1950, the city’s popula
tion fluctuated in a relatively narrow range of 13,000—15,000. Since 1950,
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the city has consistently increased.

An examination of population trends since 1960 reveals that:

In the 1960s and 1970s, the city’s population was
growing at about half the rate of the metro area’s.

Since 1980, the city’s population has grown at the same
rate as the metro area.

The comparative percentage increase in population ex
perienced by the city was 9 percent in the 1960s, 7
percent in the 1970s and 14 percent during the first
seven years of the 1980s.

It is clear from this data that since 1980 Dover has assumed a more
prominent role in housing the region’s population. Its share of the re
gion’s population growth was 10 percent during the 1960s and 7 percent
during the 1970s. During the first seven years of the 1980s, the city
absorbed 15 percent of the region’s population growth.

This more prominent role is attributable to:

The city’s prime location in the center of the
metropolitan area, straddling the Spaulding Turnpike;

The availability of utilities and developable land
within the city’s boundaries;

The willingness of the city (despite its recently im
posed moratorium) to accommodate additional residential
development, while a number of other communities in the
region have imposed new obstacles to residential devel
opment;

The strong regional economy.

A shift in the type of residential units built in the
city. Since 1980, the city has assumed a larger share
of the region’s single family and condominium construc
tion (with larger average household size).

Wages

In 1985, Dover’s average manufacturing wage was just over $410 per
week and its average non—manufacturing wage was just over $290 per week.
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Between 1980 and 1985, manufacturing wages grew by 48 percent and non—
manufacturing wages increased by 37 percent.

Dover’s manufacturing wages tend to be about the same as those pre
vailing at the regional and state levels. Its non—manufacturing wages,
however, are 17 percent lower than the state average and 8 percent lower
than the metropolitan average.

Income

Dover’s average household income currently stands at approximately
$32,000. This is essentially the same as the estimated regional average
household income. An examination of the distribution of household income
reveals that there are no major distortions within the income distribution
of Dover, vis—a—vis that of the region. That is, both the central point
(median household income) and the proportion of households in both the high
income and low income ranges is approximately the same for Dover as for the
metropolitan area. Dover does, however, have a modestly higher proportion
of households in the very low income categories and a modestly lower pro
portion of households in the very high income categories, but the differen
ces are not pronounced.

Retail Sales

In 1982, Dover’s retail sales totaled $145 million. This represented
14 percent of the metropolitan area’s (including the Maine portion) retail
sales.

The comparison of sales trends for Dover and for Strafford/Rockingham
Counties (historic data for the metropolitan area is not available)
indicates that:

Retail sales in Dover have been growing at a
significantly slower rate than in the broader economic
setting. Consequently, Dover’s share of the area’s
retail sales has declined from 13 percent in 1972 to 9
percent in 1982.

This declining share of regional retail sales is
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especially pronounced within the shoppers goods
merchandise categories (apparel, furniture/fixture,
etc.——items typically purchased in a department or
specialty store). In 1972, Dover captured 20 percent
of the region’s shoppers goods sales. By 1982, this
share had declined to 8 percent.

Dover’s share of the region’s convenience goods sales
(food stores, drug stores, eating/drinking) has
remained essentially constant at about 10 percent of
the region’s sales.

Dover’s share of “other retail” including building
materials, auto sales and gasoline service stations,
has also remained essentially constant at about 10
percent of the region’s share.

During the past decade, Dover’s role in the regional retail market has

changed markedly. Bolstered by strong population and housing growth, the

city has been able to maintain a relatively constant share of the region’s

convenience goods and “other” retailing. Hard—hit by new concentrations of

shoppers goods space in shopping centers in Newington and in outlet centers

in Kittery, the city has experienced a sharp erosion of its role as a

shoppers goods merchandising center. With significantly better

concentrations of shoppers goods available a relatively short drive away,

shoppers that traditionally supported merchants in downtown Dover and its

shopping centers have been drawn to those larger concentrations. Dover is

clearly exporting shoppers goods sales, despite its once strong role. In

1982, Dover captured only 8 percent of the region’s shoppers goods sales

despite having 15 percent of the region’s population. Furthermore, Dover’s

shoppers goods merchants typically would draw additional support from

residents of surrounding communities. This support has also drifted toward

the larger concentrations in Newingtori and Kittery.
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FiGURE 1

COVERED EMPLOYMENT
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FIGURE 2

COVERED EMPLOYMENT
Metro Area: NH Portion
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FIGURE 3
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FIGURE 4

DOVER SHARE OF METRO AREA (NH) JOBS
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FIGURE 8

DOVER’S SHARE OF METROPOLITAN COVERED EMPLOYMENT,
1985

DOVER METRODover Sha

Manufacturing 3,870 17,549 22.05X
Non—Manufacturing 6,925 43,509 15.92X

Construction 496 3,459 14.34X
Transp/Com 522 2,072 25.19
Trade 3,325 2043B 16.27Z
F.1.R.E. 480 4,520 10.62X
Services 2,102 13,020 16.14X
Governient 2,618 12,874 20.34X

Total 13,413 73,932 18.14X

DOVER SHARE OF METRO AREA JOBS
(NH Portion of lISA)

A8

_____



FIGURE 9

DOVER’S SHARE OF METROPOLITAN EMPLOYMENT, 1980—1985

DOVER SHARE OF NH METRO JOBS
1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985

MANUFACTURING 19 19 19 19 21 22
NON-MANUFACTURING 16 15 15 15 16 16
GOVERNMENT 23 24 23 23 22 22
TOTAL 18 18 18 18 18 18

U DOVER SHARE OF METRO AREA (NH) JOBS
25 Total

Frcent of Region

1
A 9 IeCOnomc
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FIGURE 10

POPULATION TRENDS, DOVER AND PORTSMOUTH—DOVER—ROChESTER METRO AREA (Nil PORTION)

8/7/1981

Disk: RussAT 8C4\SCDATA
File:dovsuml

CHANGE PERCENT CHANGE

1960 1910 1980 1981 1960-70 1970-80 1980—81 1960—10 1970—80 1980—87

Dover 19,030 20,850 22400 25,600 1,720 1,550 3,200 9.00 7.4% 14.3%

Hetro Area 110,900 121,700 148,900 169,900 16,800 21,200 21,000 15.10 16,6% 14.10

Dover’sShareofHetro 17.2% 16.3% 15.0% 15.1% 18.20 7.3% 15.2%

Source: US Bureau of the Census and State of NH (1985 estimates)
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FIGURE 12

AVERAGE WEEKLY WAGES
City of Dover

—*E-— Manufacturing

—v—- Non—Manufacturing
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FIGURE 13
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FIGURE 14

Percent of Households by 1979 Incomes
DOVER
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FIGURE 16
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DOVER’S MARKET SHARE
STRAFFORD/ROCKINCHAM TOTAL RETAIL SALES
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FIGURE 17

DOVERtS MARKET SHARE
STRAFFORD/ROCKI NGHAM SHOPPERS GOODS SALES
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FIGURE 18

10.0%

DOVER’S MARKET SHARE
STRAFFORD/ROCKINGHAM CONVENIENCE GOODS SALES
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FIGURE 20

RETAIL SALES TRENDS--STRAFFORD/ROCItINGHAH COUNTIES

CHANGE
1972—1977 1977—1982

PERCENT CHANGE
1972—1977 1977—1982

cGj

1972 1977 1982

SHOPPERS GOODS
General Merchandise
Apparel
Furniture/Fixtures
Misc. Shoppers Goods

Shoppers Goods

CONVENIENCE GOODS
Food Stores
Drug Stores
Eating and Drinking

Convenience Goods

OTHER RETAIL
Euilding Materials
Misc. Stores and Mail Order
Automotive Dealers
Gasoline Service Stations

Other Retail

• 71,487 100,865 124,144 29,378 23,279 41.1% 23.1%
21,893 42,080 77,884 20,187 35,804 92.2% 851%
12,880 37,406 61,768 14,526 24,362 635% 65.1%
14,378 31,911 49,257 17,533 17,346 121.9% 54.4%

130,638 212,262 313,053 81,624 100,791 62.5% 47.5%

149,151 260,985 381,173 111,831 120,188 75.0% 46,1%
9,943 24,380 43,484 14,431 19,104 145.2% 78.4%

36,185 81,080 133,169 44,895 52,089 124.1% 64.2%

195,282 366,445 557,826 171,163 191,381 87.6% 52.2%

39,760 67,878 99,042 28,118 31,164 70.7% 45.9%
75,526 127,998 210,183 52,472 82,185 69.5% 64.2%

104,729 194,755 295,677 90,026 100,922 86.0% 51.8%
41,052 63,240 121,950 22,188 58,710 54.0% 92.8%

261,067 453,871 726,852 192,804 272,981 73.9% 60.1%

586,987 1,032,578 1,597,731 445,591 565,153 75.9% 54.7%
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FIGURE 21

DOVER SHARE OF ROCKING11AM/STRAFFORD COUNTY SALES

Share of Growth

Shoppers Goods

CONVENIENCE GOODS

20.1% 13,2% 8.6% 2.3%

Food Stores
Drug Stores
Eating and Drinking

Convenience Goods

OTHER RETAIL

Shoppers Goods 20.1% 13.2%
DOVER’S MARKET SHARE
STRAFFORD/ROCKINCHAM SHOPPERS GOODS SALES

4.1% 12.3%

I economic
1apphed xcrjLrearch

1972 1977 1982
SHOPPERS GOODS
General Merchandise 21.8% 13.5% 6,8%
Apparel 17.5% 9.3% 8.0% .3% 6.6%
Furniture/Fixtures 22.8% 18.3% 13,6% 11.3% 6.4%
Misc, Shoppers Goods 11.5% 11.7% 7.8% 11.9% .7%

1972—77 1977—82

8.5% 6.3% 8.3% 3.4% 12.6%
13.8% 8.9% 9.9% 5.6% 11.1%
14.9% 10.9% 11.3% 7.6% 12.0%

10.0% 7.5% 9.2%

Building Materials 5.7% 8.6% 6.6% 12.1% 2.1%
Misc. Stores and Mail Order 14.7% 13.5% 9.1% 11.8% 2.3%
Automotive Dealers 12.3% 7.4% 9.2% 1.7% 12.6%
Gasoline Service Stations 11.5% 9.6% 12.2% 6.0% 15.0%

Other Retail 11.9% 9.6% 6.5% 8.8%

Total 13.1% 9.6% 5.0% 8.2%

9,3%

9.1%

8.6%
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HOUSING MARKET TRENDS AND CURRENT HOUSING CONDITIONS

This section of the analysis presents an overview of Dover’s role
within the regional housing market, a review of housing development and

population growth patterns within the city of Dover, and statistical and

visual assessments of hou8ing need within the city based on affordability
and structural conditions.

Housing Supply Growth

Dover has continied to capture a relatively consistent share of hous

ing unit growth over the past 16 years. Between 1970 and 1980, the city

absorbed 13 percent of the market area’s overall household growth. It

absorbed 22 percent of the increase in renters, but only seven percent of
the increase in owner households. Because of the smaller size of renter
households, Dover absorbed only 7 percent of the area’s population growth

during the period.

In the 1970s, the market area added an annual average of 1,400 house
holds. In the recessionary years of 1980 to 1982, a period of low housing
production generally, market area growth had slowed to an average of 600
units per year measured by building permits issued. In the strong growth
years of housing market recovery, 1983 to 1986, the market area added 2,200
units per year on average. In both the slow and high—growth periods,
Dover’s share of overall activity was 14 percent and 13 1/2 percent respec
tively.

With the introduction of a substantial number of single family attach
ed condominium, and increased activity in move—up buyer markets (repurchas—
ers), Dover’s share of single family activity and owner occupancy appears
to be increasing. From 1980—86, the city absorbed 16 percent of single
family growth, 13 percent of multi—family growth, and six percent of mobile
home growth within the market area. The Metropolitan area as a whole
contains a relatively small share of state’s mobile home inventory with
respect to its share of the state’s population.

1
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Characteristics of Recent Movers

The city’s recent survey of occupants of new units constructed in the
city of Dover built between 1980 and 1986 provides a number of indicators

of the housing market orientation of new development in the city. Signifi
cant characteristics of the households residing in new units are:

(1) Median income of households in new units was $31,000
($36,200 for homeowners and $26,000 for renters; exclud
ing those listed as retired);

(2) The average household size was 2.39, with an average
number of school—aged children per household of .34;

(3) Thirty—seven percent of the homeowners in new units
already lived in Dover prior to buying their new home;
30 percent lived in other parts of Rockingham or Straf—
ford County and 33 percent lived outside of the two—
county area;

(4) Only 19 percent of the renters in new units previously
resided in Dover; 30 percent had lived in other parts of
Rockingham and Strafford County, and 51 percent lived
outside of the two—county area. Renters were therefore
more likely to make long—distance moves to Dover; and

(5) Eighty—eight percent of the households in new units were
either retired or worked in Rockingham and Strafford
Counties; 29 percent of the residents of new units were
working in Dover; only one percent were commuting to
Massachusetts.

The results of the survey suggest that Dover has continued to provide
a source of middle—income housing within an increasingly costly housing
market.

Income and Housing Cost

Inc ome

The distribution of household income in Dover relative to the market
area is influenced by the age and housing tenure mix of the population.
Significant differences exist between Dover and the market area:

2

_______________________

Iappfled. GV



Approximately 33 percent of the Dover population in
1980 was age 45 and over and 12.2 percent were 65 and
over, while within the market area, only 29 percent were
ge 45 and over, and only 10.7 percent were age 65 plus.

Forty—seven percent of Dover’s households were renters
in 1980 compared to only 39 percent for the total market
area.

Median household income in Dover in the 1980 Census was
about five percent lower than the metropolitan area;however, this appears to be due to Dover’s large share
of the renter population.

Homeowner median income in Dover was slightly higher
than the market area median, while renter median income
in Dover is substantially lower.

Dover had a relatively high share of the market area’s
very low—income (earning under $5,000 in 1980) house
holds.

In 1980, 11.4 percent of Dover’s population was esti
mated to be residing below the poverty level, signifi
cantly higher than the metropolitan area’s 9.5 percentpopulation in poverty.

Housing Cost

The median value (1980) of owner—occupied units in Dover was about
seven percent lower than the metro area, while 1980 median rents were
slightly higher by about three percent. During the last three years, an
Applied Economic Research, Inc. sample of major rental housing projects in
the city of Dover shows that contract rents increased by about 28 percent
for studio apartments, 22 percent for one—bedroom apartments, and 20 per
cent for two—bedroom apartments. The New Hampshire Housing Finance Author
ity’s Annual Rent Survey suggests that rents in Strafford County, dominated
by the tn—city area of Dover—Somersworth—Rochester, continue to have
rents more affordable than those in the Rockingham County portion of the
market, although the most recent sample year a flattening out of rents
could be seen in Rockingham County, while Strafford County rents continued
a moderate but steady increase. With the frequency of long—distance moves
by renters, the cost differentials across the rental market show less than

3
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prices in the ownership market.

New condominiums sold in Dover during calendar year 1986 through the

first quarter of 1987 had a median sales price of approximately $82,600,

only about five percent less than the estimated metropolitan area median

price of $87,100. However, the differential in single family home sales

(non—luxury units) appears to be much wider. Based on a 1986 sample of

8ingle family sales (new and existing) by the New Hampshire Housing Finance

Authority, Applied Economic Research, Inc. estimates the median sales price

in Dover (1986) for a single family detached home to have been $88,000

compared to a metropolitan area median of approximately $112,000, or a

differential of over 20 percent.

Both income and housing cost data for 1980 and for the current market

suggest Dover is continuing to participate principally in the middle—income

housing market, but is not yet participating significantly in the upper—

priced single family markets. Dover’s role has continued to be that of

supplying a source of moderate—cost ownerhship and rental housing, within

the Seacoast market.

Regional HousingNeed: Low—Income Renters

The existence of housing need is increasingly emphasizing housing

affordability criteria. Applied Economic Research, Inc. has prepared de

tailed tables on the distribution of Dover households by income, elder

ly/non—elderly, and owner versus renter status. (See Table 1.)

The most severe housing need among households as measured in the 1980

Census would be found among those renters earning under $10,000 annual

income and either residing in a sub—standard or overcrowded unit and/or

spending 30 percent or more of their income on rent. In 1980, Dover had

1,400 such households (35 percent of its total renter housesholds). Of

these 1,400, approximately 300 were elderly households and 1,100 non—

elderly.

As of the 1980 Census, the median renter household income was approxi—
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TABLE 1.

DOVERI DOVER HOUSEHOLDS BY ACE, TENURE & INCOME

(1)
HOUSEHOLDS WITH SELECTED CONDITIONS: U S CENSUS 1980

Renters

Under $5,000
$5,000— $9,999

$10,000—$14,999
115,000—119,999
$20,000 & Over

Age 62+ Other Total

46 4 50
45 0 45
10 59 77

0 60 60
42 07 129

Age 62+ Other Total

204 454 658
08 672 760
17 210 227

0 26 26
5 23 .29

Age 62+ Other Total

250 458 708
133 672 805
35 269 304

0 86 86
47 110 157

Total 151 210 361 314 1305 1699 465 1595 2060

TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS: U S CENSUS 1900

Total 1242 3210 4452 762 3158 3920 2004 6368 8372

Source: 1980 Census, Summary Tape File 4

(1) Footnote: For renters, “selected conditions”
mean that the household: pays 30%
or more of income to rent; or resides
in an overcrOwded unit; or resides in
sub—standard unit (lacking complete
plumbing facilities).
For homeowners, “selected condftions”
mean that the household: resides in a
sub—standard unit (lacking complete
plumbing); or resides in an overcrowded
unit; or resides in a unit built prior
to 1940 and which has low market value
(under $30,000 in 1980).
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Income Range

Homeowners All Households

Income Range

Under $5,000
$5,000— $9,999

$10,000—$14,999
$15,000—$19,999
$20,000 & Over

Homeowners

Age 62+ Other

178 117
272 149
315 321
175 539
302 2004

Total

295
421
636
714

2306

Renters

Age 62+ Other Total

408 474 882
106 829 1015

79 769 848
48 545 593
41 541 502

All Households

Age 62+ Other Total

586 591
458 978
394 1090
223 1084
343 2625

1177
1436
1484
1307
2968



TABLE 2.

TOTAL METROPOLITAN AREA (CURRENT DEFINITION OF MSA)
HOUSEHOLDS WITH SELECTED CONDITIONS: U S CENSUS 1980

Under $5,000
$5,000— $9,999

$10,000—$14,999
$15,000—$19,999
$200O() & Over

234 78 312
285 103 388
144 265 409
82 229 311

169 760 929

Renters All Households

Total 914 1435 2349 1659 6575 8234 2573 8010 10583

Homeowners

DOVER SHARE OF METRO AREA HOUSEHOLDS WITH SELECTED CONDITIONS

Renters All Households

Income Range Age 62+ Other Total Aqe 62+ Other Total Age 62+ Other Total

Total 16.52X 14.63X 15.37X 18.93 21.06X 20.63Z 18.07X 19.91X 19.47

Source: 1980 Census, Summary Tape
File 4 and AER, Inc. selected
conditions as defined in
Table 1.
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Income Range

Homeowners

Age 62+ Other Total Age 62+ Other

988 2038
530 2789
107 1133

21 365

Age 62+ OtherTotal

3026
3319
1240
386

4’,

815
251
103

13 250 263.

Total

3338
3707
1649

697

2116
2892
1398

594
182 1010 1192

Under $5,000 19.66Z 5.13Z 16.03X 20.65X 22.28X 21.74i 20.46 21.64 21.21X
$5,000- $9,999 15.79X .OOX 11.6OX 16.60X 24.09 22.90Z 16.32X 23.24X 21.72X

$10,000—$14,999 12.50X 22.26 18.83Z 15.89X 18.53 18.31X 13.94Z 19.24X 18.44X
J $15,000-$19,999 .OOX 26.20 19.29 .00 7.12Z 6.741 .OOX 14.48X

$20,000 & Over 24.85Z 11.45X 13.89X 38.467. 9.20Z 10.65X 25.82X 10.89X 13.17X



mately $10,000 in Dover; median renter income was about half that of owner

median income. Renters earning under $10,000 had a significantly higher

incidence of housing affordability and quality problems.

Dover has a relatively high share of the market’s renters in low to

moderate—income households with sub—standard housing and over—payment prob
lems. (See Table 2.)

Because of the existence of subsidy programs, Dover has a somewhat

lower share of the region’s very low—income renters with housing problems,
since households residing in assisted units in 1980 paid less than 30
percent of income for rent. Within the market area.in 1980, there were
approximately 2,300 assisted housing units with subsidies committed to

specific structures. Dover had 686 of these units, or 30 percent of the
region’s total. As of 1987, Dover’s subsidized housing inventory had
increased to 740, representing about 27 percent of the area’s estimated
2,700 total units. Subsidized housing units in Dover account for 31 per
cent of the assisted family structures of the region and 25 percent of the
elderly units. These figures do not include the additional Section 8
Existing and voucher subsidies made available to lower—income households.
Dover’s overall share of the region’s assisted housing units sees its share
of market area population (15 percent) and its share of low—income housing
needs as measured in Table 2.

Housing Trends Within the City

Using the 1980 Census Tract definitions (see Map 2) for the city of
Dover, Applied Economic Research, Inc. has examined and summarized 1970,
1980, and 1987 (estimated) data for housing and population growth within
the city. A review of the data contained in Figures 12 through 18 suggest
that:

The southwestern portion of the city (Tract 811) contin
ues to absorb the bulk of new housing growth and popula
tion as well as the bulk of proposed new housing units
(this area is the most closely oriented to best access
to the Spaulding Turnpike));

Population growth remains strongly related to housing

7
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type. Areas with significant single family/condominium
growth or owner—occupied orientation will tend to absorb
significantly greater shares of net population increase.

The orientation of new movers toward factors of
“location” and housing availability and cost suggest
that the principal reasons for Dover’s surging housing
growth has been its relative accessibility and its
relative housing costs, rather than the attraction of
particular services offered by the city.

Housing Need Within the City

The 1980 Census provides detailed information on housing condition and

the relationship of housing cost to income. Table 3 illustrates the dis

tribution of various factors measuring sub—standard conditions and the

distribution of low—income renter households paying excessive amounts for

housing. Eighty percent of the overall housing need illustrated in Table 3

may be found within the built—up areas of the central city. Generally,

programs oriented toward dealing with housing needs are those which either

provide benefits principally to low to moderate—income households, or which

improve infrastructure in lower—income neighborhoods. A combination of

1980 statistical measures available from the Census and a windshield survey

by AER, Inc. in July suggest that the current Community Development Block

Grant target area for Dover represents only a portion of the area in which

housing need is concentrated within the city. (See Map 3.)

Our impression of current conditions is that highly visible properties

on the major thoroughfares have shown significant improvement in recent

years. In addition, there has been in—fill development of new housing

units in otherwise below—average quality neighborhoods by virtue of the

increase in achievable rents within the markt, and also by the improvements

made in the city’s CDBG Program.

The areas containing the city’s lowest—quality housing, as measured by

statistical indicators of need, suggest about the same pattern as they did

in 1970. While properties in the more visible, well—traveled streets have

shown significant improvement, the valuation of streets off the major

thoroughfares finds continued evidence of housing and infrastructure



prob lems.

Conclusions

Ci) Dover has absorbed a fairly consistent proportion of
the market area’s housing growth since 1970, though in
the most recent years of 1985 to 1986 its share
declined;

(2) Dover has been a significant source of low to moderate—
income housing with the regional economy;

(3) The mix of housing types developed in Dover since 1980
evidences a shift away from a predominantly rental
housing role for the city and into an increised single
family/condominium role;

(4) Within the city, housing development and population
growth from 1970 to 1980 and 1980 to 1987 has been
highly concentrated in the southwestern protion of the
city oriented toward the Spaulding Turnpike commuter
access;

(5) Housing cost differentials and good accessibility to
the region’s job market have made Dover highly
attractive to the middle—income housing market;

(6) The current CDB’G target area in the city represents
only a portion of the areas in which housing need is
concentrated within Dover. While the more well—
traveled streets present the image of high degree of
market activity in housing rehabilitation, significant
needs may be found on the less well—traveled streets of
the city;

(7) While there has been significant household growth in
the city’s center and its built—up areas, a lower
number of persons per household and concentration of
rental housing means that population increases have not
been as great;

(8) Population growth remains strongly related to housing
type as areas with significant single family/condomin
ium growth or owner—occupied orientation will receive
significantly greater shares of net population increase
than those areas oriented more toward rental or multi
family growth; and

(9) The orientation of new movers toward factors of “loca
tion” and housing availability and cost and high growth
within this particular section of the city suggest the
principal reasons for Dover’s housing growth have been
relative accessability and housing cost.
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MAP 3
CONCENTRATIONS OF HOUSING

& NEIGHBORHOOD IU’ROVENT NEEDS

Source: AER, Inc. windshield survey
& 1980 Block Group Data. Shaded are
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dential structures ie in pór EEi—
dition & within Census—defined
statistical areas of high housing
need (based on Table 3).12



L
J

L
J

L
J

L
_
_
J

L
_

_
i

L
_

i
L

i
L

_
J

L
i

L
_
J

L
_
J

J
L

..
.J

L
J

J
L

J
L

i
J

TA
B

LE
4
.

C
IT

Y
O

F
D

O
V

ER

D
IS

T
R

IB
U

T
IO

N
O

F
E

L
D

E
R

L
Y

(A
G

E
6

5
+

)
PE

R
SO

N
S

&
H

O
U

SE
H

O
LD

S

C
op

ar
at

iv
e

C
ha

ra
ct

er
is

ti
cs

of
Bl

oc
k

G
ro

up
s

E
ld

er
ly

H
ou

se
ho

ld
s

X
Of

T
ra

ct
Po

pu
la

tio
n

C
ity

H
ou

se
ho

ld
s

Z
Of

Aq
e

5+
C

ity
Po

pu
la

tio
n

X
cf

Po
p

X
O

f
E

ld
er

ly
C

ity
E

ld
.

(H
ea

d
Aq

e
65

+)

Ow
ne

r

E
ld

er
ly

X
Of

R
en

te
r

T
ot

al
H

ou
se

hi
ds

T
ot

al
22

37
7

10
0.

00
83

78
10

0.
00

26
83

11
.9

9
10

0.
00

94
0

61
1

15
51

18
.5

1

S
o

u
rc

e
:

1
9

8
0

C
en

su
s,

S
um

m
ar

y
T

ap
e

F
il

e
1A

,
3A

,

81
1

10
95

4.
89

43
6

5.
20

77
7.

03
2.

87
39

7
46

10
.5

5
81

1
25

10
11

.2
2

86
3

10
.3

0
18

6
7.

41
6,

93
86

27
11

3
13

.0
9

81
2

14
86

6.
64

49
8

5.
94

14
8

9.
96

5.
52

89
8

97
19

.4
8

81
2

13
76

6.
15

48
4

5.
78

22
8

16
.5

7
8.

50
97

10
10

7
22

.1
1

81
3

19
25

8.
60

83
6

9.
98

31
9

16
.5

7
11

.8
9

53
19

2
24

5
29

.3
1

81
3

25
53

11
41

10
68

12
.7

5
33

3
13

.0
4

12
.4

1
11

7
11

7
23

4
21

.9
1

81
4

16
23

7.
25

66
8

7.
97

17
5

10
.7

8
6.

52
57

67
12

4
18

.5
6

81
5

21
18

9.
47

84
6

10
.1

0
26

8
12

.6
5

9.
99

99
60

15
9

18
.7

9
81

5
32

67
14

.6
0

12
55

14
.9

8
47

9
14

.6
6

17
.8

5
15

7
82

23
9

19
.0

4
81

6
18

89
8.

44
68

9
8.

22
14

6
7.

73
5.

44
69

27
96

13
.9

3
81

6
25

35
11

.3
3

73
5

8.
77

32
4

12
.7

8
12

.0
8

77
14

91
12

.3
8

B
lo

ck
G

ro
up

D
a
ta



ADDENDUM B

[applied GV\
I economic ‘
(earch



FIGURE 1.

Residential Units in Building Permits
Metro Area
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Source: N.H. Office of State Planning;
U.S. Gensus G—40 Reports
and AER, Inc.
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FIGURE 2.

Residential Units in Building Permits
1980—86
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Source: N.H. Office of State Planning;
U.S. Census C—40 Reports
and AER, Inc.
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FIGURE 3.

Dover Share of Metro Housing Growth
20-

1970—1980

1980—1986

/

t12 7101
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Single Family Multifamily Mobile Home Total

Source: U.S. Census, 1970 and 1980;
1980—86, N.H. Office of State
Planning, U.S. Census C—40
Reports
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FICURE 4.

Dover Share of Metro Area Households
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FIGURE 6.

AVERAGE CONTRACT RENTS
City of Dover
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FIGURE 7.
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Source: AER, Inc. compilation of new
residential condominium closings

Single Family Sales
1986: NHHFA Sample
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FIGURE 8.

Sales of New Condominiums
Jan 1986 to March 1987
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FIGURE 9.

Dover Renters With Housing Problems
1980 Count by Income Range
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FIGURE 10.

• Dover Renters 1980 By Income
% With Housing ProbLems1-

Age 62+

II

Other

44
44 44

I I
00 0 oa)
01:,

0C) t)

44 44

Source: 1980 Census, Summary Tape
File 4 (See Table 1.)

B—10

_________________

1Ic (research



FIGURE 11.
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FIGURE 12.

Residential Units in Building Permits
City of Dover800 -
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FIGURE 13.

Population by Census Tract
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FIGURE 14.

Change in Population
1970—1980 By Tract900
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FIGURE 15.

Change in Households 1970—80400
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FIGURE 16.

Change in Year—Round Housing
1970—1980 By Tract600 -
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FIGURE 17.

City of Dover Housing Growth
Permits Issued 1980—1986
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FIGURE 18.

Population by Census Tract
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